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DETAILED ACTION 



Amendment 



The amendment timely filed on July 28, 2003 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1 , 20 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Horowitz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,236,987) in view of Sinqhal (U.S. Patent No. 6,163. 
782). 

As to claim 1 , Horowitz et al. teaches a method for comparison of documents 
found on a network interconnected with a plurality of information processing units and 
hub processing units, the method on an information processing unit comprising the 
steps of: 

receiving a user search request on a concept of interest to a user (see Fig. 2; see 
Abstract; also see column 9, lines 31-40); 

returning search result items based upon the user search request (see column 7, 
lines 28-31); and 
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determining if a search engine is supported by a comparison system (see column 
7. lines 3-20; also see column 21 , line 66 through column 22, line 7). 

As to hub processing units, the recitation "hub processing units" has not been 
given patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the preamble. A preamble is 
generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of a 
process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not 
depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or structural 
limitations are able to stand alone. 

Howrowitz et al. discloses the claimed invention except for comparing content of 
at least two documents identified in the search results, wherein the comparison system 
returns a numeric similarity value, which represents the similarity of the documents. 
Singhal teaches that it is known to compare content of at least two documents identified 
in the search results, wherein the comparison system returns a numeric similarity value, 
which represents the similarity of the documents. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to compare content of 
at least two documents identified in the search results, wherein the comparison system 
returns a numeric similarity value, which represents the similarity of the documents as 
taught by Singhal, since Singhal states at column 6, lines 48-67 and column 7, lines 1- 
1 1 that such a modification would only the documents most likely to be useful 
determined as a result of the system user's search query entered. 
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As to claim 20, Horowitz et al. teaches a computer readable program product for 
comparison of documents found on a network interconnected with a plurality of 
information processing units (see Abstract) and hub processing units, the computer 
readable program product comprising instructions for: 

receiving a user selection request to select documents for comparison (see 
column 10, lines 37-41; where user selecting a topic is same as user selecting a set of 
documents); and 

comparing documents for similarity (see column 7, lines 14-20). 

As to claim 23, Horowitz et al. teaches a method for comparison of documents 
found on a network interconnected with a plurality of information processing units (see 
Abstract; see column 7, lines 15-20) and hub processing units, the method on a hub 
processing unit comprising the steps of: 

receiving retrieved search result documents in a comparison unit (see column 22, 
lines 1-5; where "retrieved search result" is read on "documents of the document 
collection"); and 

beginning comparison of the retrieved search result documents, wherein the 
comparison includes returning a numeric similarity value which represents the similarity 
of the documents (see column 22, lines 5-7; Singhal: column 6. 49-67 and column 7, 
line 1-11). 
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As to claim 24, Horowitz et al. teaches a method, further comprising the steps of: 
forwarding the value to a GUI / Event Manager (see column 22, lines 13-20; 
where "forwarding the value to a GUI" is read on "providing to the user interface"). 

As to claim 25, Horowitz et al. teaches a method, wherein generating a graphic 
display of the similarity value for forwarding to the GUI / Event Manager (see Fig. 3; 
where "graphic display" is "venn diagram"). 

As to claim 26, Horowitz et al. teaches a method, wherein the display graphic 
comprises a Venn Diagram (see Fig. 3). 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Horowitz 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,236.987) in view of Singhal (U.S. Patent No. 6.163. 782), in 
further view of Goiffon et al . (U.S. Patent No. 6.453,312). 

As to claim 2. Horowitz et al. teaches a method, wherein if the determining step 
determines that the search engine is supported by the comparison system, then: 

parsing the search result items by a result set manager (see Fig. 1, element 150; 
see column 10. lines 20-29; also see column 7. lines 28-31; where "parsing" is read on 
"processing"); and 
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Horowitz et al. does not teach identifying any document identifiers the search 
result items and marking them by a result set manager. 

Goiffon et al . teaches identifying any document identifiers the search result items 
and marking them by a result set manager (see column 15, lines 49-63; also see 
column 5, lines 45-51 ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al, to include 
identifying any document identifiers the search result items and marking them by a 
result set manager. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Goiffon et 
al., because having a system capable of marking the search results, enables the user to 
locate and retrieve needed documents in a timely manner and also allows the user to 
identify the best or most relevant information associated with a user request (see 
Goiffon et al .. see column 1 , lines 46-50). 

Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Horowitz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,236,987) in view of Singhal (U.S. Patent No. 6,163, 
782) in view of Goiffon et al . (U.S. Patent No. 6,453.312) as applied to claim 2 above, 
and further in view of Baisley (U.S. Patent No. 6,502,112). 
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As to claim 3, Horowitz et al. as modified does not teach retrieving knowledge of 
a structure and content of the search result items by a result set manager from a 
database. 

Baislev teaches retrieving knowledge of a structure and content of the search 
result items by a result set manager from a database (see column 1 , lines 53-57; where 
"knowledge of a structure" is read on "structure" and "content of search result" is read 
on "element types used in a document"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. as modified to 
include retrieving knowledge of a structure and content of the search result items by a 
result set manager from a database. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al, as modified by the teachings of 
Baislev . because it results in substantial time saving and further it makes it less tedious 
when large number of XML documents need to be processed (see Baislev , see column 
2, lines 41-55). 

As to claim 4, Horowitz et al. as modified does not teach passing marked search 
result items to a Graphical User Interface (GUI) / Event Manager. 

Goiffon et al . teaches passing marked search result items to a Graphical User 
Interface(GUI) / Event Manager (see column 15, lines 41-67; where the process of 
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marking search results can be automated without user intervention as per column 5, 
lines 49-52). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. as modified to 
include passing marked search result items to a Graphical User Interface (GUI) / Event 
Manager. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. as modified by the teachings of 
Goiffon et al .. because having a system capable of marking the search results, enables 
the user to locate and retrieve needed documents in a timely manner and also allows 
the user to identify the best or most relevant information associated with a user request 
(see Goiffon etal .. see column 1 , lines 46-50). 

As to claim 5, Horowitz et al. as modified does not teach associating an event 
handler to each search result item by a GUI / Event Manager. 

Goiffon et al . teaches associating an event handler to each search result item by 
a GUI / Event Manager (see Fig. 8; see column 17, lines 5 -16; where "event handler" is 
read on 
"function"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include 
associating an event handler to each search result item by a GUI / Event Manager. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Goiffon et 
aj., because having a system capable of associating the search results with a word 
variant element, enables the user to locate and retrieve needed documents in a timely 
manner and also allows the user to identify the best or most relevant information 
associated with a user request (see Goiffon et al .. see column 1, lines 46-50). 

9. Claims 6-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Horowitz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,236,987) in view of Sinqhal (U.S. Patent No. 6,163, 
782), in view of Goiffon et al . (U.S. Patent No. 6,453,312) and in view of Baisley (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,502,1 12) as applied to claims 2-5 above and further in view of Chu (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,427,146). 

As to claim 6, Horowitz et al. as modified does not teach displaying an enhanced 
search result item set in a display by a GUI / Event Manager. 

Chu teaches displaying an enhanced search result item set in a display by a GUI 
/ Event Manager (see column 4, lines 60-62). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. as modified to 
include displaying an enhanced search result Item set in a display by a GUI / Event 
Manager. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. as modified by the teachings of 
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Chu, because having a enhancennent capability, helps in dealing with inexact and 
uncertain conditions in cases such as too many irrelevant documents (see Chu , see 
column 1, lines 51-57). 

As to claim 7, Horowitz et al. as modified does not teach a method, wherein the 
display comprises a web browser. 

Goiffon et al . teaches the display comprises a web browser (see Fig. 10, element 
1008; see column 21, lines 33-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include the 
display comprises a web browser. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Goiffon et 
al., because it enables the user to locate and retrieve needed documents in a timely 
manner and also allows the user to identify the best or most relevant information 
associated with a user request (see Goiffon et al ., see column 1 , lines 46-50). 

As to claim 8, Horowitz et al. as modified teaches initiating a user selection 
process (see column 3, lines 25-27) and; and Receiving a user selection (see 3, lines 
40-44; where "receiving" is read on "responsive to user selection"). 

Horowitz et al. as modified does not teach notifying an event handler. 
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Chu teaches initiating notifying an event handler (see column 1, line 66 through 
column 2, line 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include an event 
handler with notification feature. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Chu , 
because by having an event handler with notification capability, enables easier rule 
specification and maintenance (see Chu . see column. 8, lines 53-55). 

As to claim 9, Horowitz et al. does not teach user selection request comprises a 
drag and drop mouse selection. 

Chu teaches user selection request comprises a drag and drop mouse selection 
(see column 6, lines 32-49). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include user 
selection request comprises a drag and drop mouse selection. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Chu, 
because by having a drag and drop feature, it enables easier aile specification and 
maintenance (see Chu, see column 8, lines 53-55). 



Application/Control Number: 09/651 ,073 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2175 

As to claim 10. Horowitz et al. as modified teaches selected source and target 
search result items (see column 9, lines 31-62; where "target search results" is read on 
"document set 152"). 

Horowitz et al. as modified does not teach receiving a notification in the 
GUI/Event Handler. 

Chu teaches a notification in the GUI/Event Handler (see column 1 . line 66 
through column 2, line 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include an event 
handler with notification feature. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Chu , 
because by having an event handler with notification capability, enables easier rule 
specification and maintenance (see Chu , see column 8, lines 53-55). 

As to claim 1 1 , Horowitz et al. as modified teaches selected source and target 
search result items (see column 9, lines 31-62; where "target search results" is read on 
"document set 152"). 

Horowitz et al. as modified does not expressly teach a downloader component. 

However, Horowitz et al. teaches processing a query by a remote system (see 
column 10, lines 42-46; "remote system" is read on "system on the internet"). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include a 
downloader component. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. . because by having a 
downloader component, enables users a useful arrangement of retrieved documents 
and offers organizational benefits of navigation and querying in a topic hierarchy (see 
Horowitz et al. , column 1, lines 30-32; also see column 2, lines 59-63). 

As to claim 12, Horowitz et al. as modified teaches attempting to access and 
retrieve search result documents represented by the selected source and target search 
result items (see column 7, lines 28-34; also see column 10, lines 47-61; where "target 
search results" is read on "document set 152"). 

Horowitz et al. as modified does not expressly teach a downloader component. 

However, Horowitz et al. teaches processing a query by a remote system (see 
column 10, lines 42-46; "remote system" is read on "system on the internet"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include a 
downloader component. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. . because by having a 
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downloader component, enables users a useful arrangement of retrieved documents 
and offers organizational benefits of navigation and querying in a topic hierarchy (see 
Horowitz et al. , column 1 , lines 30-32; also see column 2, lines 59-63). 

As to claim 13. Horowitz et al, as modified does not expressly teach determining 
if retrieval is possible and if not possible then sending an error message to the 
GUI/Event Handler. 

Chu teaches determining if retrieval is possible and if not possible then sending 
an error message to the GUI/Event Handler (see column 1 , line 66 through column 2, 
line 5; The event manager generates a notification according to an action, so it is 
implicitly stated that the notification message can be of any form). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include 
determining if retrieval is possible and if not possible then sending an error message to 
the GUI/Event Handler. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Chu , 
because by having an event handler with notification capability, enables easier rule 
specification and maintenance (see Chu . see column 8, lines 53-55). 



As to claim 14, Horowitz et al. as modified teaches determining if retrieval is 
possible and if the retrieval is possible then retrieving search result documents 
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represented by the selected source and target search result items (see column 20, lines 
1-48; "determining" is read on "evaluation of scores of topics"; The document content 
organization module decides if there are any documents in the result based upon the 
scoring given to each subtopic combination of perspective topic and the low scored 
documents are eliminated from result group). 

Horowitz et al. as modified does not expressly teach a downloader component. 

However, Horowitz et aL teaches processing a query by a remote system (see 
column 10, lines 42-46; "remote system" is read on "system on the internet"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include a 
downloader component. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et a!. , because by having a 
downloader component, enables users a useful arrangement of retrieved documents 
and offers organizational benefits of navigation and querying in a topic hierarchy (see 
Horowitz et al. , column 1, lines 30-32; also see column 2, lines 59-63). 

Horowitz et al. as modified does not expressly teach fonA/arding the retrieved 
search result documents to a comparison unit. 

However, Horowitz et al. as modified in an alternate embodiment teaches a 
comparison module for comparing documents for similarity (see column 7, lines 9-13; 
also see column 21, line 66 through column 22, line 7; where "comparison module" is 
read on "comparison function"). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include a 
comparison module for comparing documents for similarity. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz etaL , because having a comparison 
module allows the documents to be compared against documents in the documents set, 
thus offering the benefit of grouping together semantically related set of documents (see 
Horowitz et al. . column 4, lines 56-59). 

As to claim 15, Horowitz et al. as modified does not expressly teach receiving 
retrieved search result documents in a comparison unit; and beginning comparison of 
the retrieved search result documents. 

However, Horowitz et al, as modified in an alternate embodiment teaches a 
comparison module for comparing documents for similarity (see column 7, lines 9-13; 
also see column 21, line 66 through column 22, line 7; where "comparison module" is 
read on "comparison function"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include a 
comparison module for comparing documents for similarity. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. . because having a comparison 
module allows the documents to be compared against documents in the documents set, 
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thus offering the benefit of grouping together semantically related set of documents (see 
Horowitz et al. . column 4, lines 56-59). 



As to claim 16, Horowitz et al. as modified teaches computing a similarity value 
for the retrieved search result documents; and fonA/arding the value to the GUI/Event 
Manager (see column 17, lines 24-37; where "similarity value" is read on "rating value"). 

As to claim 17, Horowitz et al. as modified teaches generating a display graphic 
of the.similarity value (see column 1 1 , lines 6-8; where "graphic display of the similarity 
value" is read on "Venn diagram"). 

As to claim 18, Horowitz et al. as modified teaches a method, wherein the display 
graphic comprises a Venn Diagram (see Fig. 3) 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Horowitz 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.236,987) in view of Sinqhal (U.S. Patent No. 6,163, 782), view 
of Chu (U.S. Patent No. 6,427,146). 

As to claim 21 , Horowitz et al. does not teach user selection request comprises a 
drag and drop mouse selection. 

Chu teaches user selection request comprises a drag and drop mouse selection 
(see column 6, lines 32-49). 



Application/Control Number: 09/651 ,073 Page 1 8 

Art Unit: 2175 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include user 
selection request comprises a drag and drop mouse selection. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. by the teachings of Chu . 
because by having a drag and drop feature, it enables easier rule specification and 
maintenance (see Chu , see column 8, lines 53-55). 

Claims 19 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Horowitz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,236,987) in view of Singhal (U.S. Patent No. 
6,163,782). 

As to claim 19, Horowitz et al. teaches an information processing system for 
comparison of documents found on a network interconnected with a plurality of 
information processing units and hub processing units, the information processing 
system comprising 

a selection module (150) for receiving a user selection request to select 
documents for comparison wherein the comparison includes returning a numeric 
similarity value which represents the similarity of the documents ( see column 4, lines 9- 
18; Singhal: column 6, lines 49-67 and column 7, lines 1-11). 

Horowitz et al. does not expressly teach a comparison module for comparing 
documents for similarity. 



Application/Control Number: 09/651 ,073 Page 1 9 

Art Unit: 2175 

However. Horowitz et al. in an alternate embodiment teaches a comparison 
module for comparing documents for similarity (see column 7. lines 9-13; also see 
column 21, line 66 through column 22, line 7; where "comparison module" is read on 
"comparison function"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include a 
comparison module for comparing documents for similarity. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. , because having a comparison 
module allows the documents to be compared against documents in the documents set, 
thus offering the benefit of grouping together semantically related set of documents (see 
Horowitz et al. , column 4, lines 56-59). 

As to claim 22, Horowitz et al. does not expressly teach instruction of computing 
a similarity percentage for the selected documents. 

However, Horowitz et al. in an alternate embodiment teaches instruction of 
computing a similarity percentage for the selected documents (see column 22, lines 5-7; 
where "similarity percentage" is read on "percentage of matches"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. to include 
computing a similarity percentage for the selected documents. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Horowitz et al. . because having a comparison 
module allows the documents to be compared against documents in the documents set, 
thus offering the benefit of grouping together sematically related set of documents (see 
Horowitz et al. . column 4, lines 56-59). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-26 een considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles L. Rones whose telephone number is (703-306- 
3030. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays - Fridays from Monday- 
Thursday 8am-4pm pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popovici, can be reached on (703-305-3830. The fax numbers of the 
group is (703) 746-7239. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9600. 




Charles L. Rones 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2175 



September 23, 2003 



